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How does secessionism end? No-win scenarios  
for contemporary American secessionist movements

Introduction

In November 2016, immediately after the election of Donald Trump as the 45th Presi-

dent of the United States of America, representatives of two West Coast states submit-

ted ballot petitions for secessionism from the union and for creation of independent 

states. Both Californians and Oregonians justified their decision in a similar way, refer-

ring to “irreconcilable differences exist between [secessionists] and many other Ameri-

can States” as well as to desire to protect their constitutional liberties and independence, 

which could be threatened by a controversial resident of the White House (Graham, 

2016). Contrary to appearances, these activities are not unusual in American political 

culture. Secessionist initiatives have already become a peculiar ‘tradition’ of American 

political movements. A tradition that is more common than ever during our century. 

This is confirmed by the history of the previous president of the United States. When 

Barack Obama began his second term in the White House in 2012, the administration 

received petitions calling for secession from all 50 American states, with a total of ap-

proximately one million signatures. The one with the highest number – the Texan pe-

tition signed by over 125,000 state citizens – explained their decision with the desire to 

“protect its citizens’ standard of living and re-secure their rights and liberties in accord-

ance with the original ideas and beliefs of their founding fathers which are no longer 

being reflected by the federal government” (Parlett, 2014: 13).

It turns out that just over 150 years after the U.S. Supreme Court ruling in the case 

Texas v. White, which virtually prevented any of the states from seceding from the U.S., 

legal and political breaking of all ties with the union is still an acceptable political sce-

nario for a significant number of Americans. How big is this group? According to a pub-

lic opinion poll conducted in 2018 by John Zogby Strategies, as many as 39% of Amer-

icans support the right of any state to secede. Although these results vary depending 

on ethnicity (Whites – 38%, Blacks – 47%, Latinos – 34%) and political views (Demo-
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crats – 42%, Republicans – 35%), they suggest that for over 125 million U.S. citizens the 

right to self-determination is still a political, legal and even moral right (Bedard, 2018).

The purpose of this paper is to attempt to characterize the American secessionist 

movement in the 21st century. In spite of the fact that all ideas of self-determination in 

the U.S. are not welcomed by the federal government in Washington, and as a conse-

quence are dying on the vine, they have still reborn in subsequent separatist and seces-

sionist initiatives. An analysis of the goals, sizes and motivations of contemporary se-

cessionist groups in the United States will lead to the main goal of the paper, which is to 

answer the question about the types of strategies chosen by American secessionists in 

the situation of the obvious failure of their overarching political goal – independence. 

As it turns out, a significant part of such groups in a situation of collision of their own 

political dreams with the harsh conditions of American Realpolitik does not give up 

and continues their activities in a slightly modified form. Understanding the scenarios 

accompanying this ideological and organizational change, as well as exemplifying the 

groups that have decided to implement these scenarios in recent years will be the cru-

cial goal of the paper.

American secessionist movements in the 21st century

The unequivocal characteristics of contemporary secessionist movements in the Unit-

ed States of America lead to a number of problems, mainly due to the amount and pro-

gramme diversity of such projects. Over the past three decades, dozens of such initia-

tives have appeared in the U.S. They are distinguished by a diverse motivation to act, set 

different political goals, and also operate on incomparably dissimilar scales. These in-

clude propositions limited to the area of one or several counties, as well as projects de-

manding independence for a specific number of adjoining states. Each of these undertak-

ings, together with their own vision of a new social and political order, shape the image 

of contemporary American secessionism. Some of them are fighting for full independ-

ence, while for others limited autonomy is a sufficient goal. Moreover, in their political 

struggle they invoke a number of different reasons, including arguments of historical 

independence or tribal separateness, as well as libertarian ideas and even in some cases 

racist slogans. To complicate matters further, the states with a certain level of political 

independence can antagonize existing territorial disputes even regardless of the posi-

tion of the federal government. Taking all this into account, we are able to distinguish at 

least three fundamental characteristics of contemporary American secessionist visions 

presented if not to every initiative, at least to a significant part of this type of projects.

First of all, these are in most cases undertakings with a small impact range, limit-

ed territorially to at least a few counties and characterized by low social support. Part 

of them do not even have independence ambitions, struggling for some form of auton-

omy or changing the administrative division of the disputed area. Only every sixth ex-
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ample of such political movement could be described as ‘large’ by postulating the self-

determination of one or more American states, but even these gain only local character 

from the perspective of the entire vast area of the United States of America. This terri-

torial limitation of contemporary American secessionism is not only determined by the 

size of the disputed land, but also by attachment to native culture, slightly different for 

particular regions and states. This difference shapes the so-called dual sovereignty, caus-

ing Americans to perceive their identity not only in national categories, but also in re-

gional and local terms – for example, Midwestern farmers, representatives of the Bible 

Belt or Americans from the East Coast. In the case of modern secessionist movements, 

these local cultural features become important elements of the characteristics of new 

political projects. These facilitates the adaptation of secessionist postulates among the 

inhabitants of the disputed territory and draws a clear line between the movement and 

the federal government, identified with the existing conjunctures. It is also reflected in 

the qualitative dimension of secessionist projects by rationalizing political expectations.

Another characteristic of American secessionist movements, which is partly linked to 

the prior, is attachment to the U.S. independence tradition. It is expressed by the memo-

ry of the heroes and ideals of the American Revolution, which led to the independence 

of the new state from Great Britain, as well as by the sentiment towards the history of its 

own state, in particular before its accession to the union. For modern secessionists, this 

is reflected in the almost devoted attitude towards the Declaration of Independence of 

1776, which in its first verses confirms the right of U.S. citizens to change government:

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed 
by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pur-
suit of Happiness. That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted among Men, deriving 
their just powers from the consent of the governed, That whenever any Form of Government be-
comes destructive of these ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or to abolish it, and to insti-
tute new Government, laying its foundation on such principles and organizing its powers in such 
form, as to them shall seem most likely to effect their Safety and Happiness (Vile, 2019: 351-352).

A special place in the canon of these patriotic values is also played by the memory of the 

‘national tragedy’ of the civil war between the states of the North and the South from 

1861-1865, which finally established the legislative and political position of the feder-

al government expressly refusing to secede any part of the United States of America.

The third characteristic of American secessionist movements results from the con-

flict-generating feature of independence projects which by striving to tear off part of 

a state necessarily confront with the central and local government administration ex-

isting on this territory. By complying with democratic standards, ‘American’ secession-

ist enterprises almost completely reject the possibility of using violence to achieve their 

goals. Their activities consist mainly in the mobilization of public opinion living in the 

disputed area to support independence plans, which is to be reflected first in a series of 

organized collective actions, and then in electoral mobilization at the level of counties 



4 Marcin Pomarański

Przegląd Narodowościowy / Review of Nationalities 

nr 10/2020

Table 1. ‘Large’ secessionist projects in United States of America in the 21st century

Proposed state Secessionist groups Disputed area

1. Alaska
Alaskans for Independence/ Ala-
skan Independence Party

State of Alaska

2. Cascadia
Cascadian National Party; Cascadia 
Independence Party; Yes Cascadia; 
Vote Cascadia; CascadiaNow!

states: Oregon, Washington, Califor-
nia (northern part)

3. Christian State Christian Exodus
State of South Carolina
in later versions: Idaho

4.

Confederation of 
Southern States / 
Southern United 
States

League of the South; Identity Dixie; 
Southern National Congress

states: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, 
Georgia, North Carolina, South Caro-
lina, Louisiana, Mississippi, Tennessee, 
Texas, Virginia 
in some versions also: Oklahoma, 
Missouri, Kentucky, Maryland

5.
Free State New 
Hampshire

Free State Project (until 2003); 
New Hampshire Liberty Party; 
Foundation for New Hampshire 
Independence; NHexit

State of New Hampshire

6.

Hawaii
(republic)

(monarchy)

‘Aha ‘Ōiwi Hawai‘i; Institute for the 
Advancement of Hawaiian Affairs; 
Nation of Hawai’i

Hawaiian Kingdom Government; 
Kingdom of Hawaii

State of Hawaii

7.
Republic of 
California

California National Party; Yes 
California

State of California

8.
Republic of 
Lakotah

Lakotah Oyate; Lakota Freedom 
Delegation

parts of states: South Dakota, North 
Dakota, Montana, Wyoming, Nebra-
ska

9.
Republic of New 
England

New England Independence Cam-
paign

states: Connecticut, Maine, Massachu-
setts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, 
Vermont

10.
Republic of 
Texas

Republic of Texas; Texas Nationalist 
Movement; Nation of Texas; New 
Republic of Texas; Republic of Texas 
Group; Texas Constitution 2000; 
Texas Secede!; Texas Secession Mo-
vement; United Republic of Texas

State of Texas

11.
Second Vermont 
Republic

Second Vermont Republic; The 
Middlebury Institute; The Vermont 
Independence Party

State of Vermont

12.
Third Palmetto 
Republic

Third Palmetto Republic State of South Carolina

Source: own study based on  Pomaranski, 2020: 34.

and states. Such action is not only to guarantee mass support for the idea of independ-

ence in a referendum, plebiscite or other form of direct democracy, but also to provide 
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institutional support for local and state authorities. The pro-democratic attitude of the 

American secessionist movements still means, however, the need to oppose the oppres-

sive state apparatus. For this reason, by far the most popular political opponent of Amer-

ican secessionists is the federal government, seen as a power imposed by force, which 

has no legal legitimacy in individual states (Pomarański, 2020: 31-33).

The ending scenarios

The confrontation with one of the most powerful empires in the world leading to achieve 

independence for a state or region is not an easy task. It requires profound financial re-

sources, solid staffing and organizational support, and a lot of determination. What if 

secessionists run out of these resources? One of the most obvious answers seems to be 

the abandonment of secessionist ideals. The decision to leave efforts to secede from the 

United States and finally ruin the chance of independence is realized by political move-

ments in accordance with three scenarios: 1) destructuration of the self-determination 

movement; 2) abandoning the purpose of the action; 3) modification of the reason for 

action. In each of these cases, secessionists definitely abandon their current main goal 

of political activity.

The scenario of the destructuration of the self-determination movement is char-

acteristic for the secessionist organizations formed around strong leaders who remain 

not only the creators and ‘faces’ of the movement, but also its most engaged members 

as well as organizers of most undertakings. The death of such leaders or another con-

dition preventing them from having a real impact on the organizations (e.g. imprison-

ment) lead to the situation of the breakdown of organizational structures that cannot 

function without the main decision makers. This connection results from the funda-

mental relationship between the quality of leadership and group efficiency. As Stephen 

J. Zaccaro and Meredith Cracraft noted:

Leaders have a fundamental responsibility to raise the collective efficacy of a group. […] Sim-
ply by engaging in effective leadership, leaders increase the likelihood that groups will accumulate 
a history of success, thereby increasing the members’ sense of collective competence. Research 
has shown that the goals and strategies that a leader develops for a group have a direct effect on 
the group’s subsequent task efficacy and that efficacy beliefs affect future group performance. […] 
Finally, leaders can improve the group’s collective efficacy by persuading members that they can 
accomplish a task well or by exhorting them to do so. Such persuasion lies at the heart of char-
ismatic or transformational leadership, whereby a leader by force of personality and strength of 
vision convinces followers of the correctness of a particular course of action and, more impor-
tantly, raises their individual and collective senses of efficacy that they can achieve desired out-
comes (Zaccaro, Cracraft, 2004: 413).

Although, the process of destructuration of the secessionist movement is not im-

mediate. In the transition period between the loss of a leader and the final disintegra-

tion of the group, members of the political movement cultivate the memory of collec-
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tive successes as well as their leader’s attitude and his life mission. However, the passage 

of time gradually cools the enthusiasm for self-determination, and the lack of further 

personalities capable of functioning as spiritus movens disintegrates structures. The ab-

sence of the most engaged members of the movement, who gathered most of their ac-

tivities around, ultimately favours a decrease in determination and guarantees the ap-

pearance of apathy between the members. As a consequence, the group decides to ter-

minate the activity or continues its only formally showing full passivity and inability to 

any further initiatives. A model example of such scenario is the story of The Lakotah 

Freedom Delegation.

On December 17, 2007, a group of Lakotah Indians, including Gary Rowland, Du-

ane Martin Senior, Russell Means, and Phyllis Young1, met in Washington with repre-

sentatives of the U.S. Department of State announcing “formal and unilateral withdraw-

al from all agreements and treaties imposed by the United States Government on the 

Lakotah People during almost two centuries of mutual contacts” (Rowland, Martin Sr., 

2007). They emphasized the inability to continue functioning as American citizens due 

to repeated violations of the above treaties by the federal government and state author-

ities. In their opinion, the result of such treatment of the indigenous North American 

population was one and a half centuries of persecution and social marginalization of 

the Lakotah tribes, which in the long run inevitably means “physical, spiritual and cul-

tural annihilation” of the entire community (Rowland, Martin Sr., 2007). Therefore, so-

called The Lakotah Freedom Delegation proclaimed the establishment of the independ-

ent Republic of Lakotah and encouraged the U.S. authorities to respect the political will 

of the Indian people. The proposed state was to be a community open to all people, re-

ferring to the traditional Indian idea of self-determination, in practice taking the form 

of a confederation based on libertarian principles, in which the main decision-mak-

ing body will be the Tribal Elders, and the official languages of English and Lakota. The 

project also had precisely defined boundaries – based on the rivers: Yellowstone (in the 

north), North Platte (in the south), Missouri (in the east). The population of the Repub-

lic of Lakota was estimated at about 175,000. The originators also emphasized that they 

treat this project in the words of tribal symbolism as a return to the sovereign power of 

colonial Indians. Therefore, the national flags of the Lakotah tribe and the United Sioux 

Tribes were recognized as national symbols of the Republic of Lakotah (Means, 2009).

Despite the efforts, The Lakotah Freedom Delegation has never received any official 

support from the North American Indian authorities, or even from the Lakotah Trib-

al Council. Therefore, the Indian secessionists gathered around the most active and fa-

mous of their leaders, Russell Means, a well-known actor, controversial politician and 

long-time activist for Indian rights. The project of the Republic of Lakotah was devel-

oped over the next 5 years. The death of Means in 2012 strongly overturned the seces-

1 Also using their Indian names: Teghiya Kte Canupa, Gluha Mani, Oyate Wacinyapin, Mni Yuha Najin 
Win, respectively.
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sionist ideas of the Lakotah Indians. Although the memory of the republic is still alive, 

as evidenced by the still maintained websites of the Republic of Lakotah, in the minds 

of the Indians the project ceased to function as a real political undertaking. Instead, the 

project is only seen as a part of the spiritual tradition of Lakotah, which is definitely 

a thing of the past (Toensing, 2008).

Two further scenarios are related to the ideological crisis that may appear among 

members of the secessionist group. Unlike in destructuration of the self-determination 

movement, these scenarios are not so clearly related to the nature of group leadership. 

The crisis is more often caused by disappointment and frustration due to the lack of tan-

gible results of secessionist activities. A sense of ‘lost time’ or mere reluctance to con-

tinue the self-determinated ‘Quixote’s fight against windmills’ can lead to the abandon-

ment of pro-independence ideals, as Christian Exodus group did in South Carolina or 

the Free State Project did in New Hampshire. Equally often, this disappointment and 

frustration also induce representatives of secessionist groups to mitigate their position 

and focus on more realistic objectives. This decision was made for instance in 2016 by 

Rob Williams of Second Vermont Republic, proposing a transition from independence 

demands to a strategy of gradual deepening of the autonomy of the state of Vermont.

Christian Exodus was founded in 2003 by Cory Burnell and Jim Taylor, who en-

couraged thousands of American Christians to settle in one particular U.S. state, ulti-

mately creating the perfect theocratic community. The initiative was a symbol of dis-

approval of the treatment of Christians in the U.S. at the beginning of the 21st century, 

as well as an expression of disappointment with the presidency of George W. Bush. The 

organization chose South Carolina as its goal, which was characterized by “a constitu-

tionally limited government built on Christian values” (Jesep, 2008: 155). Not without 

significance was the fact that three quarters of the population of the state are persons 

declaring belonging to Christian denominations. Moreover, the state had a rich seces-

sionist tradition, which also played an important role in choosing a place (Jesep, 2008: 

155). In particular, that Burnell and Taylor took it for granted that they would need to 

secede from the United States of America because of the religious and political nature 

of the planned venture. The ambitious plans of Christian Exodus leaders could not be 

implemented even to a moderate degree. By 2008, only about 20 Christian families had 

decided to move to South Carolina. Changes in the leadership of the movement led to 

the gradual closing of the organization to the outside world. These changes eventual-

ly transformed the movement into a Christian theocratic enclave near Fort Mill, South 

Carolina, which completely abandoned secessionist plans.

The Second Vermont Republic organization demanding independence for one of the 

smallest states in the U.S. was also founded in 2003. The initiator and most active activist 

of the group was Thomas Herbert Naylor, retired professor of economics at Duke Uni-

versity and corporate economic consultant. Political and social activity did not translate 

into political success in the case of this organization as well. In 2012, the Vermont sepa-
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ratist movement was weakened by the death of its leader. His departure clearly quenched 

the enthusiasm of most movement activists who fell into organizational chaos and ide-

ological apathy. At the same time, Naylor’s death gave rise to a new generation of activ-

ists for whom Vermont’s independence was not a crucial goal. Rob Williams, who ini-

tiated the Plan V Campaign in 2016, which centered on the idea of “Vermont Interde-

pendence” (intentional wordplay with the expression “Vermont Independence”), stood 

out among this group. Williams rejected independence goals in favour of a decades-long 

period deepening Vermont’s cultural and economic autonomy. Among the proposals 

submitted were: the establishment of an independent state bank, which will be the only 

credit institution for residents of the state; creation of an independent energy network 

based on renewable sources; increasing the role of the used direct democracy proce-

dures (town meetings). According to Williams, such actions will result in greater au-

tonomy of the state, as well as allow the formation of the “Vermont identity”, which will 

ultimately stimulate residents to fight for their national interest (Williams, 2016: 1-28).

The continuing scenarios

The ending scenarios are characteristic for smaller secessionist movements. Groups 

with a more extensive organizational structure, greater number of members and collec-

tive leadership are far less likely to abandon their self-determination mission. For the 

latter, still unrealized desire for independence is not so much a source of frustration as 

a motive for further action. However, the decision to continue the fight for independ-

ence is not dictated only by ideological reasons. It usually has to be underpinned by so-

cial and economic arguments. Political movements that decide on the continuing sce-

narios must be characterized by financial independence guaranteeing the possibility of 

fighting for many years. Moreover, those are the movements with an extensive person-

nel base and complex, multi-level management, ensuring uninterrupted implementa-

tion of the assumed activities, even in the event of the death or arrest of some of their 

leaders. It seems that organizations deciding to continue the fight against the U.S. fed-

eral government are also foreordained to adapt one of three possible scenarios: 1) po-

litical duration; 2) internationalization of the problem; 3) radicalization.

The first scenario assumes the long-term maintenance of secessionist goals without 

any clear qualitative changes in their structure. In this case, the independence becomes 

the primary political dream for members of the movement, as well as their final achieve-

ment. Even if this is not possible at the moment, supporters of such solution are deter-

mined to maintain their political readiness to take effective and quick action to obtain 

this independence when the opportunity arises. That is why the political duration sce-

nario characterizes the largest contemporary secessionist groups in the U.S., such as the 

Texas Nationalist Movement. The group was formed in 2003 in Overton by Daniel Mill-

er referred to as the new interim government of independent Texas. The leader proudly 
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promoting statistics emphasizes that TNM has over 353,000 registered members, finding 

supporters among both Republicans and Democrats. With such considerable support, 

the Texas Nationalist Movement can afford to last for many years on the Texas political 

scene, skillfully maneuvering between the Democratic Party and the Republican Party. 

Conducting additional activity and publishing provide the organization with financial 

independence and enable engaging in long-term ventures. For example, after the 2014 

referendum on Scotland’s independence, Miller announced in the media that intensi-

fied efforts would be made to repeat the “British scenario” in Texas, pointing to the con-

siderable role of social media in shaping the national awareness of the state’s residents. 

These activities were to last until no matter how long it was necessary (Miller, 2014).

Instead of previous scenarios, the internationalization of the problem is most char-

acteristic for American secessionists with support from organizations and movements 

outside the United States. Such support guarantees giving publicity to the secessionist 

initiative outside the country’s borders, as well as facilitating the acquisition of foreign 

allies who can use the entire repertoire of diplomatic efforts to support self-determina-

tion initiatives. In the case of American political movements, the scenario of internation-

alization of the problem was adopted by representatives of tribal secessionism. Native 

independence fighters are trying to give their claims a transnational dimension, which 

results in their unwavering commitment to the work of the United Nations Permanent 

Forum on Indigenous Issues or the International Indian Treaty Council. Undoubted-

ly, the direction of action in this case is indicated by the Alaskan Inuits, whose involve-

ment in the Inuit Circumpolar Council and the adoption in 2009 of The Circumpolar 

Inuit Declaration on Sovereignty in the Arctic strengthened the community’s demands 

so much that they were heard in Washington.

The ICC document was not a declaration of sovereignty in the state-forming sense, 

but an expression of concern that the international community (Norway, Denmark, 

Canada, USA and Russia) is deciding on Arctic issues without the participation of rep-

resentatives of peoples living in these areas for generations. Moreover, the declara-

tion referred to arguments of a moral nature rather than international law, and there-

fore was not binding on any of the countries concerned. This does not mean, however, 

that it went unnoticed without causing specific political reactions. These already ap-

peared in March 2010, when the Canadian government planned a meeting on the Arc-

tic in Chelsea, Quebec and did not invite representatives of the indigenous minority, but 

only representatives of the countries concerned. The U.S. Secretary of State, Hilary Clin-

ton, publicly reprimanded then the ‘oversight’ of the meeting organizers, stating: “Sig-

nificant international discussion on Arctic issues should include those who have legit-

imate interests in the region. And I hope the Arctic will always showcase our ability to 

work together, not create new divisions” (Byers, 2013: 233-234). Consequently, no fur-

ther meeting on polar issues at such a high political level was held without representa-

tives of indigenous people.
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In extreme cases, contemporary secessionist groups advocating continuing the po-

litical struggle may decide to radicalize their actions. This process is expressed both in 

the ideological and practical sphere, although the specificity of the political culture of 

the United States makes this scenario extremely rare. For now, disturbing symptoms of 

such radicalization can only be seen in the League of the South. The organization’s goal 

is to create a “free and independent republic of the South” which would function un-

der the name Confederation of Southern States and cover as many as 15 U.S. states, in-

cluding states that historically secede in 1861: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, 

Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia and 

in addition: Oklahoma, Missouri, Kentucky and Maryland. Such a political entity with 

2.5 million square kilometers and 125 million inhabitants would de facto detach one 

third of U.S. territory (Hague, Sebesta, Beirich, 2008: 1-3). League of the South supports 

the idea of “white regionalism”, emphasizing not only the historical and cultural differ-

ences separating it from the rest of the United States of America, but seeking a much 

deeper, ethnic ration (Hague, Sebesta, Beirich, 2008: 8). The organization has evolved 

over the past 25 years, gradually moving away from neo-confederate and paleoconserv-

ative values in favour of extreme racist and anti-immigrant rhetoric. The establishment 

of the paramilitary subgroup Southern Defense Force in 2017 could mean further radi-

calization and plans to move to more confrontational street activities in the near future 

(Hague, Sebesta, Beirich, 2008).

Conclusions

The scenarios presented above certainly do not exhaust the extensive range of activities 

that can be adapted by modern American pro-independence movements at the moment 

of the collision of their fleeting political ambitions with the uncompromising position 

of the federal government. However, these are definitely the most common ways to re-

spond to a protracted secessionist dispute. What connects all these no-win scenarios is 

a certain civic belief in the power of vox populi. Each of the contemporary secessionist 

movements listed above, both at the stage of the struggle for independence and during the 

adaptation of the selected no-win scenario, did not consider the use of violence against 

opponents of independence living in the disputed area. Even the hostility of the League 

of the South members was directed not against the Southerners, but against ‘newcom-

ers’ representing other, non-native cultures. In each of these cases, the political change 

was to be made with the common consent of the inhabitants of the disputed area and 

with their mass social, financial and electoral support. This unique characteristic makes 

us aware that contemporary American secessionist movements, with all their ideologi-

cal divergences, remain deeply immersed in U.S. political culture. One may be tempted 

to say that from the beginning to the end they are implemented ‘in the American style’.
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Abstract: The purpose of this paper is to attempt to characterize the American secessionist movement in 
the 21st century. In spite of the fact that all ideas of self-determination in the U.S. are not welcomed by 
the federal government in Washington and as a consequence are dying on the vine, they have still reborn 
in subsequent separatist and secessionist initiatives. An analysis of the goals, sizes and motivations of 
contemporary secessionist groups in the United States will lead to the main goal of the paper, which is 
to answer the question about the types of strategies chosen by American secessionists in the situation of 
the obvious failure of their overarching political goal – independence. As it turns out, a significant part of 
such groups in a situation of collision of their own political dreams with the harsh conditions of Ameri-
can Realpolitik does not give up and continues their activities in a slightly modified form. Understanding 
the scenarios accompanying this ideological and organizational change, as well as exemplifying the 
groups that have decided to implement these scenarios in recent years will be the crucial goal of the paper.
Key words: political secession in United States of America, contemporary self-determination movements
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